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PLUTARCH’S “ALEXANDER” AND ARRIAN’S “ANABASIS” 
By R. B. STEELE 


The information presented in the Alexander and in the Anabasis 
was gathered from previous writers, and it is not possible either 
from the facts themselves or from the form of statement to deter- 
mine to what extent Arrian may have been influenced by Plutarch. 
Individual items are for the most part much more briefly stated in 
the Alexander, and for this reason parallelism in form is often impos- 
sible. Let a few illustrations suffice. The fact stated in Plut. 16, 
1. 42: ‘Opod 6 kal ‘Powodxns erecev imd ’AdeEdvdpov Eider tAnyeis, is 
given in five lines by Arr. in 1. 15. 7~8; and Plut. 71. 31: daé\voe 
Tovs axphaorous Swoncdpevos peyadorperds, gives in the words axp7- 
orous and dwpnodpevos two items which Arr. in 7. 12. 1-2 expands to 
seven lines. Even where the statements of the two are of fairly 
equal length, we cannot tell (a) what were the exact words of the 
original, or (6) what was the arrangement of the words. A few of 
the many examples will be enough to illustrate both phases: (a) Plut. 
11. 45: rovs a6 [lwdapou yeyovoras: Arr. 1.9.10: robs amoyévous Tod 
Tlwdapov; Plut. 13. 2: xal yap thy Tay pvotepiwv & xepoiv Exortes: 
Arr. 1.10.2: yp. rv peyadwr ayouérwv; Plut. 14. 12: qparnoer, et 
Tivos Tuyxaver Seduevos: Arr. 7. 2. 1: épdpevos et Tov SéoiT0; Plut. 45. 
20: AlOw wAnyeis: Arr. 4. 3. 3: Baddrerar AiGw; Plut. 67. 2: dua ris 
Kappavias: Arr. 6. 28. 1: dua K.; Plut. 68. 2: epi rév wAodp: Arr. 
6. 28.5: dpdl tov mwepirdouv; Plut. 71. 30: ébaxpve wordy xpovor: 
Arr. 7. 11. 5: air@ mpoxetrat daxpva. (6) Occasionally the order of 
words is not the same in the two writers, and it cannot be deter- 
mined which has preserved the original arrangement. We give as 
illustrations of this Plut. 18. 13: é&Advre rod pupod Tov Eoropa Kadov- 
pevov: Arr. 2.3.7: édévra rv éoropa Tod puyod, and ’ApirroBovdos 
Aéyer introduces both; Plut. 20.28: rpwhjvar Eiger tov pnpdv: Arr. 2. 
12. 1: rerpwpévos Tov unpov Eider; and with change in construction 
as well as in arrangement Plut. 19. 24: rod wey dvayivwoxovtos, Tod 
6é wivovros: Arr. 2. 4. 10: kal duod tov re ’ANéEavdpov tive Kai Tov 


Piturmov dvaywwoxewv Ta rapa Tod Wappeviwvos; Plut. 29. 1: eis dé 
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Powixny éravehOaw é& Aiybrrov: Arr. 3. 6. 1: é Méuduos je émi 
@owixns. As an instance of change in words and also in order we 
give Plut. 44. 13: ‘O dé qveyxev ob werpiws, dA KipuKa wéuwas Hrel- 
Anoe wavTas aroKreveiy pera Téxvwv Kal yuvatkdr, el rov trmov ait@ 
py avaréupeav, and Arr. 5.19.6: mrpoexnpvéer ava tiv yopav wavras 
amoxrevety Ovéious et ur) aratovow ait tov trrov. 

It is not impossible, though it cannot be proved, that some of 
the statements of Arrian were intended to define more clearly the 
words of Plutarch, or even to correct what he had written. This 
is possible in the last clause of the account of the acts of Alexander 
at Ilium as given by Plut. 15. 22: Tay 6€ "AytAAéws orndnv ddewwa- 
mevos Nima Kal pera TaY éTaipwy ovvavadpaywv yuuvos, @orep eos 
éoTiv, éorepavwoe paxapicas abrév, Ste Kal Sv didov miorod Kal Tedev- 
THoas meyadov Knpuxos érvxev; and Arr. 1. 12. 1: ‘Hdaoriwva 5é 
Aeyovaw Ste Tod Harpoxdov tov Tadov éoredaywoe’ Kal evdatporicev 
dpa, ws oyos, AXéEavdpos ’AxtAdéa, Ste ‘Ounpov Khpukos és Tv érera 
pynuny Ervxe. 

Plutarch writes in 21. 7 in regard to the captive women: Iéure 
Acovvarov, amayyetvar Kedevoas, ws ore Aapetos rébvnxev odre “ANEEav- 
Spov dedtéevar xpn° Aapeiw yap trép jyepuovias modepety, éxeivars 6é 
mwavra trapeew, Gv kai Aapelov Bacidebovros néodvro, while Arrian has 
in 2. 12. 5: wéuwar rpds abras Acovvarov évrehapevov dpdoat ore fH 
Aapetos, and in five lines gives the statement of Leonnatus in regard 
to tiv Gepareiay, and brép tijs apxiis Tis “Acias diamero\eunobat. 
What seems to be an out-and-out correction is found in Arr. 5. 20. 4: 
Kai éaGe modes wey és rprdxovra Kal érra, Gv iva ddiytoToL Hoar 
olknropes TevTaKioxtAlwy obK éAaTTOUS Hoav, ToNAGY 5é Kal birép Tovs 
puptous’ Kal Kwpas wANOEL TE TOANGS EXaBeE Kal oAVarOpwrous ob pEtov 
TOV ToNEw. Kal Tabrns Tijs xwpas Tlwpw dpxev eSwxev. Plutarch 
has in 60. 57: "AAG Kai rpocdinKke ywpay kal Tovs ai’rovopous KaTa- 
orpePdpevos, év 7 TevTexaidexa per €Ovn, TodES 5é TevTaKLaXLALas aéLO- 
oyous, Kwpas 5& tapumoAdas eivai dao’ GdAnv 5é Tpis Tocabrny js 
Pidirrov ria Tey éraipwv caTparny drébeaker. 

The latter part of this gives the substance of what Arrian in 
6. 15. 1-2 states in fifteen lines. However, all of these references 
individually or collectively merely indicate that Arrian may have 
used the Alexander at certain points as a guide in his own work. 
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If there are any more definite indications they are to be found 
chiefly in those portions in which one or the other or both have 
made some reference to the source followed, and in this respect 
there is a noticeable difference at many points. 

Arrian frankly tells us that most of his material is drawn from 
Aristobulus and Ptolemy, and for this reason they are mentioned 
individually only for isolated items, and together only when they 
disagree or agree in the statement of some peculiar fact. A few 
other writers are mentioned, and there are also many indefinite 
references. There are many of the latter in the Alexander, where 
more writers are named than in the Anabasis. From this we might 
expect that references to authorities would be about the same. Yet 
as a matter of fact in many instances the references given by Arrian 
seem to have been called forth by the account of Plutarch. 

Plutarch writes in 16. 56: rév 6& wept tov ’AdéEavdpov ’Apiord- 
Bovdrds dno récoapas Kal rpidKxovra vexpovs yevéoOat Tovs Tavras, Ov 
évvéa mefovs elvar. Totrwy pev ovv éxédevoev elxdvas dvacrabjvar 
xadkas, ds Atowrros eipyacaro. Arrian without reference to the 
source has in 1. 16.4: Maxeddvwv 5€ trav pev éraipwv audi rods etxoot 
kal wévre év 7H mpwry TpocBoAR améavoy’ Kal rovTwy xadkal elxdves 
& Aiw éordow, ’AdeEGvSpov xeXeboavros Aboirrov rovjoa. 

It is to be noticed that the change in the wording makes robrwy 
in Arrian refer to a different number. More frequently Arrian 
names Aristobulus as his authority where Plutarch gives no indica- 
tion of his source. Plut. 19.3: "Hy 5€ 4 dtarpiBy 61a vdcov, fv of pev 
éx Korrwy, of 5€ Aoveauerw ev TO ToD Kidvou pebuwart xararayeévrt mpoo- 
mecely éyovor: Arr.,2. 4. 7: ’Adékavdpos 5, ws perv *AptoroBotrdy 
Adexra, bd Kayarov évdoncer, of 5é és Tov Kbdvoy rorapdy d€éyovor 
pivavra vnfacba. Similar to this is the account in Plut. 31. 19: 
womep of TodNoi Ypadovow and in Arr. 6. 11.5, where Ptolemy and 
Aristobulus are cited in regard to the fight at Gaugamela. We find 
in Plut. 45. 24: ’ANAd Kal rov ’OpeEdprny dtaBas rorapdv, dy abros 
wero Tévaiv etvar; in Arr. 3. 30. 6: TS 5& Tavdids robrw, dv 5) Kal 
’Optavrny Gddw dvopare pds THv errxwpiwy BapBapwv xadeiobar eye 
’ApioréBovdos. Plutarch in 70. 10 names Stateira as the wife of 
Alexander, Arrian in 7. 4. 4, Barsine, on the authority of Aristobulus. 
Plutarch in 73. 8-12 barely mentions the story about Pythagoras the 
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seer, but this in all its details takes up 38 lines in Arr. 7. 18, and 
we are told in sec. 5 that Aristobulus got it from Pythagoras him- 
self. And the words in Plut., rd rap jv &doBov, and Arr. secs. 3 
and 4, ddoBor 76 Arap Tod iepeiov, show that both were quoting from 
Aristobulus. 

Noticeable are the words in Plut. 23.1: "Hy 6& xal apés ofvov 
Hrrov h éddxe karagepys. “Edoke dé 51a rév xpdvov, dv ob mivwy waddov 
h AadGy eldxev ep’ Exaorns KidALKOs, Gel waxpdy TLva NOyor StaTiHELuEvos, 
kal ratra roAAjs cxoA‘s ovons. In the same chapter, line 33, we find 
airos pév ovy kal dYwr éyxparns jv, and in the superlative, 22. 24, jv 
6é kal yaorpos éyxparéoraros. Arrian uses the same form in 7. 28. 2: 
noovar 6&é ray péy ToD owparos é; and that the suggestion for them 
all came from Aristobulus can be seen from Arr. 7. 29.4: kal of rérou 
bé, ws A€yer ’"AptoroBovdos, ob Tod otvou evexa pakpol aiTa@ éyiyvorTo, ov 
yap wive todty oivoy ’Adé~avdpov, adda didodpocivys THs és ToUs 
éraipous. 

Speaking of the weapon with which Clitus was killed, Plutarch 
says in 51. 34: Otrw 6) AaBav rapa Tivos Trav Sopvddpwy ’ANéEavdpos 
aixunv, while Arrian has in 4. 8. 8: Tap of yey dOyxnyv apmacar 
Adyovet THY gwpuaropurAdkwy Tivds kai ratty waicayra Ky)etrov amox- 
relvat, of 6¢ capiocay Tapa TGV dvAdKwy Twos Kal Tabrnv, and follows 
with the account of Aristobulus, closing with the words, kal év robrw 
TAnyeta TH capicon arofavety. Similar in form to this statement 
of Arrian is Plut. 55. 29: of we... . of 6€... . Xdpns, while 
Arrian in 4. 14. 3 quotes from Aristobulus and Ptolemy for the first 
two items given by Plutarch. But most noticeable of all is Plut. 46 
where are given the names of nine writers who do not have, and of 
five who have, the story of the Queen of the Amazons. Arrian in 7. 
13. 4 rejects the story because it is given neither by Aristobulus 
nor Ptolemy nor any other trustworthy author. Among the writers 
mentioned by Plutarch as having the story is Onesicritus, and the 
attitude of Arrian toward him at this point is the same as in 6. 2.3: 
Kal rodro éyevoaro. And yet according to Plut. 61. 4, from him came 
the statement in regard to Bucephalus found in Arr. 5. 19. 5. 

The characterization of the wife of Darius given in Plut. 21. 23 
is introduced by \éyerat, and by éAéyero in Arr. 4. 19. 6. Both 
Plutarch and Arrian give the statement by Aristobulus in regard 
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to the Gordian knot, and in both it follows similar statements: 
Plut. 18. 7: of wey ody woddol dace . . . . , Stareuely TH paxaipa 7d 
oivappa: Arr. 2.3.7: of pev Aéyovow bre waicas TQ Eiger buéxope rev 


deo pov. 
What Plutarch in 54. 15 ascribes to Chares, Arrian in 4. 12. 3 
introduces by dvayéyparrar .. . . Aoyos. Not altogether unlike 


this is the authority for the story of the eunuch who fled to Darius. 
Arrian has in 4. 20. 1, Néyos xaréxet, though Plutarch closes chap. 30 
with the words: radra pév ottrw yevéoGar re Kal dEexPAvai Pacw oi 
TeioTo. THy avyypadéwv. We find in Plut. 63. 6, in regard to the 
Malli, obs dacw "Ivddv paxtuwrarovs yevéobor; and in Arr. 6. 4. 3: 
welorous TE Kal p. Tay Tabry "IvdGv ruvPavdpuevos. 

The Ephemerides and the letters of Alexander must have been 
for both writers the ultimate authority if direct use was made of 
them. Plutarch quotes from the latter in 60, mentioning them both 
at the beginning and at the end of his account of the battle with 
Porus. But into this he introduces a statement from Onesicritus, 
and says nothing of the part taken by the son of Porus, in regard to 
whom Arrian in 5. 14 quotes from both Aristobulus and Ptolemy. 
But the most noticeable passages are Plut. 76 and Arr. 7. 25, in 
which both quote from the Ephemerides in regard to the sickness 
and death of Alexander. As in the account of the battle with Porus, 
Plutarch twice affirms the source of his statements, 77. 1: robrwy 
Ta TAetora KaTad déEw ev rats épynuepiow otrw yéyparra. It is 
noticeable that Arrian has a triple affirmation in 7. 25. 1, 26. 1, 2, 
although verbally considered the two accounts are widely different. 
A few references will be enough to show this: Plut.: éxd@evder év 
T@ NovTpGre Sia 7O wupéfar: Arr.: Kkadebdey abrod Sti Hdn ewipeccev; 
Plut.: dud vuxros éwipefe: Arr.: mupéocev .. . . rv viKxra Odnv; 
Plut.: mapa riv peyadny Kod\vuBnOpav: Arr.: mpds TH KodvuBNOpa. 
At one point at least Arrian adhers more closely to the Ephemerides, 
for in 7. 26. 2 he gives the names of seven men sent to the temple 
of Serapis, while Plutarch gives only the first and last. The com- 
parison of the two accounts given by Fraenkel, Die Quellen der Ale- 
xanderhistoriker, pp. 41 ff., shows that Plutarch gives the days with 
reference to the last; Arrian with reference to the first, designating 
each successive day by 77 vorepaia (which Plutarch does not use), 
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excepting for one day, where he has r7 dé émotcy for the words of 
Plutarch rv émotoay juépay. Arrian ends chap. 25 with the words, 
Kal THY viKTa Tupécoey Kakos Kal THY Nucpay, Kal THY AAANV viKra Kal 
thy juépay. He then continues in chap. 26 with the account of the 
visit of the soldiers to Alexander, and the delegation to Serapis, 
closing with the words: ov odd torepov drobaveiv, ws Todro dpa Hn 
dv 76 Gpervor. 

While the EHphemerides were the ultimate source for the close of 
Alexander’s life, at some point along the line of transmission there 
had been a conscious variation from their phraseology, and here we 
have the verbalization of Arrian or of Aristobulus and also that of 
Plutarch or of some earlier writer. In the use of 77 borepaig, and 
in the introduction of Arrian’s opinions, chaps. 25-27 are of a piece 
with all the rest of the Anabasis, and it is certainly not impossible 
that Arrian deliberately varied from the account of Plutarch. 

At nearly every point in the discussion an appeal may be made 
to some unknown source as an explanation of any resemblance. 
But Arrian in 4. 9. 8, writing of Anaxarchus, gives us what seems to 
be an original opinion: ratra eimovra rapapvncacbar wey ’AdéLavdpov 
év T@ Tore, KaKoy O€ peya, ws éyw dnut, eLepyacacba ’Are~dvipw Kai 
petfov ere H St@ Tore Evveixero. And yet these words but re-express 
what seems to be an original opinion of Plutarch in 52. 23: Totobrows 
tial Noyous xpnodpevos 6 ’Avakapxos 76 ev TAGs éxolgice Tot Bact- 
Aéws, 7d 5€ FOos eis TOAAA XavvdTepoy Kal Tapavoywrepoy éroincer, 
airév 5& datpoviws évnpyoce. In 56.1 Plutarch says, radra per obv 
torepoy érpax6n, following the different accounts of the death of Cal- 
listhenes. Arrian at the same point in the narrative has in 4. 14. 4: 
radra wey 5} ob rOAN@ borepoy tpaxbevTa éyw év Totade Tots audl 
Kyteirov Evvevexdetow ’AdeEdvipw dvéypaya. In both of these 
passages from Arrian there is an evident adaptation of the account 
of Plutarch. And the testimony here at least is strong enough 
to indicate that the account of Arrian cannot be considered 
as absolutely independent of that of Plutarch. The appeals to 
sources in the Anabasis in a number of instances find a ready explana- 
tion in the desire of Arrian to establish a show of originality by 
varying from Plutarch. At the same time the emended statements 
and quotations varying in words and arrangement indicate, though 
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no claim is put forth, a keener historical and rhetorical perception. 
If this fairly expresses the attitude of Arrian, we may assume that 
he adheres more closely than does Plutarch to the phraseology of 
his sources, and that his is a more deliberate judgment at certain 
points in regard to the facts presented. 

However, in regard to phraseology there can be no absolute 
certainty. Arrian’s rejection of the story of the Queen of the Ama- 
zons, based on the material already gathered by Plutarch, is a good 
illustration of his attitude toward some of the elements in the history 
of Alexander. It can be illustrated still further by his account of the 
fight of Alexander against the Malli, 6. 9-11. His words in 7. 5. 5 
show that Peucestes and Leonnatus were two of the defenders. In 
6. 10. 1 he names these and Abreas, though admitting in 6. 11. 7 
that the only one mentioned by all writers is Peucestes, who is 
given by Diodorus in 17. 99. 4 with some others unnamed, by Plutarch 
in 63 with Acyvatos, and by Curtius in 9. 5. 14-15 with Timaeus, 
Leonnatus, and Aristonus. There has evidently been a series of 
variations in the name Aeovydros: Atuivatos: Timaeus. Curtius makes 
a good story better by adding Aristonus, perhaps a prelude for the 
later account of his importance. Arrian found ’AGpéas in some of 
the writers, perhaps Ptolemy who was not at the battle, but he finds 
no justification for Acuvaios: Timaeus. 
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